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Response to Comments of Susan Tebo, Associate Principal, Impact Sciences, August 30, 2004 (Letter O056) 

O056-1 
For the Program EIR/EIS the traffic analysis has been completed at a 
regional level of detail based on regional modeling data.  Should the 
HST program move forward, detailed intersection level traffic 
analysis will be part of subsequent project specific analysis.  Should 
the HST proposal move forward, the Authority and the FRA will work 
closely with local and regional agencies as well as other stakeholders 
to ensure consistency with City traffic impact guidelines and to 
ensure that adequate access improvements are identified to 
minimize and mitigate potential traffic impacts.  Please also see 
standard  response 3.17.1. 

O056-2 
Only system alternatives were addressed, not route alignments.  The 
route options used in the evaluation were not provided. 

Changes in emissions generated within the appropriate air basins 
under the proposed project alternatives were estimated using 
projected changes in vehicular, train and bus miles of travel.  The 
purpose of this analysis was to provide for alternative comparison 
purposes an indication of how the alternatives would affect the 
amounts of emissions generated in each basin.  The level of detail in 
these analyses would not be sufficient to further refine these 
projections to estimate changes within each basis from various route 
options under each alternative.  In addition, it is not anticipated that 
the route options within a basin would significantly affect the overall 
changes in the amounts of emissions generated within the basin. 

Baseline conditions did not include hydrogen sulfides, vinyl chlorides, 
or visibility. 

Analyses were conducted for the pollutants that would be most 
affected by the project alternatives.  As the alternatives would not 
be expected to significantly affect hydrogen sulfide or vinyl chloride 
emissions or visibility conditions, and therefore these factors would 

not provide a distinction between the alternatives, these items were 
not addressed. 

Specific levels of nonattainment (e.g., moderate, serious, severe, 
extreme) were not provided. 

Although the specific levels of nonattainment were not provided in 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS, the specific General Conformity 
significant impact levels for each air basin, which are based on these 
levels, were used to determine whether the proposed action would 
cause low adverse air quality impacts (i.e., estimated increases in 
emissions that are less than the significant impact levels) or medium 
adverse air quality impacts (i.e., estimated increases in emissions 
that are greater than the significant impact levels but less than 10 
percent of the total emissions generated in the basin).  No 
alternative was estimated to result in high adverse air quality 
impacts (i.e., estimated increases in emissions that are greater than 
10 percent of the total emissions generated in the basin).  These 
results are provided in Tables 3.3-9 and 3.3-13.  Specific levels of 
nonattainment will be provided in the Final Program EIR/EIS.   

Hazardous air pollutants (HAPS) were not addressed. 

HAP emission rates from the affected transportation emission 
sources (i.e., motor vehicles, trains, and planes) are related in 
changes in hydrocarbon emission rates.  Relative changes in HAP 
emissions in each basin from the project alternatives can therefore 
be estimated from the changes in hydrocarbon emissions provided in 
the document. 

Detailed information on the data used in the analysis was not 
provided. 

Detailed information on the methodologies, assumptions, and 
emission factor sources are provided in the Air Quality Technical 
Evaluation Report. 



California High-Speed Train Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments 

 

 
CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page  5-411

 

Inconsistent terminologies were used for certain pollutant types 
(e.g., HCs versus VOCs).  Also, HC and NOx were presented as 
greenhouse gases 

There are some inconsistencies in the text, where HC is discussed in 
some sections, TOG in other sections, and ROG in still other 
sections.  However, Section 3.3-2B includes an accurate discussion 
of these terms, where it is stated that “hydrocarbons (HC) comprise 
a wide variety of organic compounds, including methane (CH4).  
Hydrocarbons are classified according to their level of photochemical 
reactivity:  relatively reactive or relatively non-reactive.  Non-reactive 
hydrocarbons consist mostly of methane.  Emissions of total organic 
gases (TOG) and reactive organic gases (ROG) are two classes of 
hydrocarbons measured for California’s emission inventory.  TOG 
includes all hydrocarbons, both reactive and non-reactive.  In 
contrast, ROG includes only the reactive HC.”   

The text will be updated for the Final Program EIR/EIS to so that HC 
and TOG, which are same, will be addressed consistently.  The text 
will also be updated to reflect that fact that methane (as opposed to 
HCs) and nitrous oxide (as opposed to nitrogen oxides) are 
greenhouse gases.  Neither change will affect the results of the air 
quality analysis. 

The methodology used to estimate on-road emission burdens not 
clear. 

Detailed information on the methodologies, assumptions, and 
emission factor sources are provided in the Air Quality Technical 
Evaluation Report. 

Detailed microscale analyses were not conducted even though the 
necessary information was available. 

While a great deal of traffic data were developed for the 
programmatic Draft Program EIR/EIS, not enough site specific data 
was available to conduct a detailed microscale analysis for all of the 
affected intersection within each air basin.  Detailed designs and 
entry/exit points for all of the affected parking facilities would be 
required, as well as the localized roadway geometries and traffic 

conditions (e.g., signal timing, volumes, vehicles mixes, etc) at all of 
major roadways affected by the project alternatives.  A great deal of 
additional information is also required to properly select the 
appropriate mobile source analysis sites using procedures 
established by the USEPA and CALTRANS.  These analyses will be 
appropriate during project level review which more detail is available 
concerning specific alignments and facility design. 

Construction phase impacts not addressed. 

The detailed information necessary to conduct a quantitative 
construction phase analysis is not available for this program-level 
review.  Information such as the years of construction operations at 
each analysis site, the types of equipment and hours of equipment 
operating at each site, the location of this equipment relative to 
nearby sensitive land uses, the number of trucks entering, leaving, 
and idling near site, the mitigation measures that may be required or 
proposed at specific sites be specified in enough detail to conduct a 
quantitative analysis in future environmental studies. 

Significant levels were not established and significance findings of 
alternatives were not provided. 

The General Conformity significant impact levels were used to 
determine significant impact levels.  These values were used to 
determine whether the proposed action would cause low adverse air 
quality impacts (i.e., estimated increases in emissions that are less 
than the significant impact levels) or medium adverse air quality 
impacts (i.e., estimated increases in emissions that are greater than 
the significant impact levels but less than 10 percent of the total 
emissions generated in the basin).  No alternative was estimated to 
result in high adverse air quality impacts (i.e., estimated increases in 
emissions that are greater than 10 percent of the total emissions 
generated in the basin).  These results are provided in Tables 3.3-9 
and 3.3-13. 

O056-3 
The screening procedure provides distances from the center of a 
corridor to define an area enclosed by parallel contours.  However, 
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noise and vibration impact criteria relate to the number of people 
who are likely to be annoyed by activity interference.  The areas 
defined by the screening distances along the alignments, together 
with available US census based population density information in GIS 
format, provide a measure of the number of people potentially 
impacted by HST and the other alternatives.  A tabulation of people 
alone is not the only indicator for noise and vibration impacts – 
noise-sensitive institutional and multi-family land uses must also be 
factored in to the assessment.  This information is provided in the 
regional technical reports.  Future project level analysis would 
provide detailed inventories of sensitive land uses.  

At the program level, however, a more general rating system is 
appropriate in order to compare the potential severity of noise and 
vibration impacts and the need for mitigation among system 
alternatives and alternative HST corridors.  The impact rating 
methodology provides a comparison of the lengths of corridor where 
mitigation may be required.  This analytic approach provides 
information sufficient to estimate the relative potential for noise 
impact as well as potential mitigation costs associated with each 
alignment option being compared. 

For the Program EIR/EIS the assessment of noise impact used 
equivalent noise criteria for each transportation mode as established 
by the responsible US DOT modal agency.  As applied in the 
programmatic noise analysis, potential noise impact was be the 
population within the screening distance for the HST; for airports, it 
was be the population within the DNL=65 dBA contour; and for 
highways, it was be the population within the Peak Hour Leq = 67 
dBA contour. 

O056-4 
The differences in HST system energy requirements among the HST 
alignments would be negligible and would not help differentiate 
among the options.  Therefore, the energy analysis was performed 
for a representative HST Alternative and described in this Program 
EIR/EIS.  Please see standard response 3.15.13 regarding the 
intended uses of this Program EIR/EIS.  Based on the information in 

the Program EIR/EIS and the public comments on this document, 
the Authority has identified the SR-58/Soledad Canyon alignment 
option as preferred for the Bakersfield to Los Angeles segment.  
Please see standard response 3.15.11 regarding this decision. 

O056-5 
Overall, it can be expected that the HST Alternative would introduce 
additional EMF exposures or EMI at levels for which there are no 
established adverse impacts on humans or wildlife.  EMF emissions 
from HST vehicle passby’s are very low, and impacts are therefore 
not expected to be significant.  Any potential EMF/EMI impacts will 
be identified and appropriate mitigations identified in the subsequent 
project level environmental review, as summarized in the Program 
EIR/EIS in Section 3.6.4 and 3.6.5.  The mitigations suggested at 
this program level are strategies that will only apply if related 
impacts are identified. 

O056-6 
Regional and local land use plans were reviewed for areas through 
which the Modal Alternative and the HST alignments would pass.  
These plans were used to create a geo-spatial database for 
evaluation of possible land use impacts (Section 3.7).  Consistency 
with local plans was evaluated during preparation of the regional 
technical studies.   These technical studies (and screening reports) 
for each of the five regions were made available on the California 
High Speed Rail Authority website:  

(http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/eir/regional_studies/default.asp) 
and the Final Program EIR/EIS incorporates these technical studies 
by reference.  The technical studies applied the commentor’s criteria 
of evaluation.  Review of site-specific zoning along the multiple 
Modal and HST alignments was well beyond the scope of this 
Program EIR/EIS.  The Co-lead agencies worked closely with 
multiple state and federal agencies (including those identified in the 
comment) regarding the overall structure and analytic approach for 
the Program EIR/EIS.  Please see standard response 3.15.10 for 
more information on how habitat conservation plans have been and 
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will continue to be addressed in the planning and environmental 
process.  The Co-lead agencies believe that the environmental 
justice analysis prepared for the Program EIR/EIS is appropriate and 
sufficient for the intended purposes of the Program EIR/EIS.  The 
basis for evaluating environmental justice impacts is outlined on 
pages 3.7-4 and 3.7-5 of the Program EIR/EIS.  The State has not 
prescribed specific procedures in CEQA documents.  Based on the 
information in the Program EIR/EIS and the public comments on this 
document, the Authority has identified the SR-58/Soledad Canyon 
alignment option as preferred for the Bakersfield to Los Angeles 
segment.  Please see standard response 3.15.12 regarding this 
decision. The Co-lead agencies believe that the Program EIR/EIS 
does provides sufficient information to decide whether to advance 
the high speed train system and whether to eliminate some and 
identify other proposed corridor alignments (e.g. the I-5 alignment 
between Bakersfield and Los Angeles) for further study.  Please see 
standard response 3.15.13 for more information on the use of the 
Program EIR/EIS. The Table of Contents, section divider, and section 
heading all contain a common title: “Land Use and Planning, 
Communities and Neighborhoods, Property, and Environmental 
Justice” in the Draft and Final Program EIR/EIS.  Land use 
compatibility determinations were based on computer-generated 
data developed for the multiple Modal and HST alignments.  The 
data is available upon request.   

Specific Comments 

p. 3.7-1:  Comment regarding p. 3.7-1 has been incorporated into 
the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

p. 3.7-5:  The Co-lead agencies believe that the environmental 
justice analysis prepared for the Program EIR/EIS is appropriate and 
sufficient for the intended purposes of the Program EIR/EIS.  The 
basis for evaluating environmental justice impacts is outlined on 
pages 3.7-4 and 3.7-5 of the Program EIR/EIS.  Please see response 
to O044 – 18 regarding the environmental justice evaluation.  

Figures 3.7-3 and 3.7-5:  Data in response to these specific 
comments have been incorporated into the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

Table 3.7-1:  Multifamily residential is a factor in both medium and 
high compatibility impact categories, but at different densities.  The 
medium compatibility impact category includes multifamily densities 
up to 18 units per acre and the high compatibility impact category 
includes densities above 18 units per acre. 

p. 3.7-8:  Information from the comment has been incorporated into 
the Final Program EIR-EIS. 

p. 3.7-11:  While the improvements are programmed and funded, 
they are not all at the same stage of project development.  The 
environmental processes for many of the projects have not been 
completed and are therefore not it would be speculation to try to 
identify specific impacts.  In addition, the No-Project improvements 
are relatively small in scope when compared to the improvements 
proposed in the System Alternatives (HST and Modal) and are 
incorporated into the system alternatives as part of the future no 
project condition. 

p.3.7-12:  The Co-lead agencies believe that the environmental 
justice analysis prepared for the Program EIR/EIS is appropriate and 
sufficient for the intended purposes of the Program EIR/EIS.  The 
basis for evaluating environmental justice impacts is outlined on 
pages 3.7-4 and 3.7-5 of the Program EIR/EIS.   Please see 
response to O044 – 18 regarding the environmental justice 
evaluation. 

Land Use Compatibility:  The statement is referring to the alignment 
options identified in your comment. 

p. 3.7-19:  Potential review of site-specific zoning along the multiple 
Modal and HST alignments was well beyond the scope of this 
Program EIR/EIS. 

Property-HST Alternative:  Section 3.7-4 C. Property/HST Alternative 
states the route miles and percentages of High impact that are 
shown on Figure 3.7-12. 

Environmental Justice:  Land use compatibility determinations were 
based on computer-generated data developed for the multiple Modal 
and HST alignments.  The SR-58 option refers to the portion of the 
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SR 58/Soledad Canyon alignment option that generally follows the 
SR 58 corridor through the Tehachapi Mountain crossing and into 
Bakersfield.  No conflict is apparent in the comparisons.  The 
Authority can provide the data for the specified segments to the 
commentor upon request, if desired. 

Mitigation Strategies – Land Use Compatibility:  In the Final Program 
EIR/EIS, each environmental area (sections of Chapter 3) has been 
modified to include mitigation strategies that would be applied 
during project level environmental review to the HST Alternative.  
Each section of Chapter 3 also outlines specific design features that 
will be applied to the implementation of the HST system to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential impacts. 

Mitigation Strategies – Environmental Justice:  The Co-lead agencies 
believe that the environmental justice analysis prepared for the 
Program EIR/EIS is appropriate and sufficient for the intended 
purposes of the Program EIR/EIS.  The basis for evaluating 
environmental justice impacts is outlined on pages 3.7-4 and 3.7-5 
of the Program EIR/EIS.   Please see response to O044 – 18 
regarding the environmental justice evaluation.  Environmental 
justice issues will be further addressed in project specific analyses 
when more information concerning specific alignments and facilities 
design options will be available. 

O056-7 
Use of the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) model will 
be considered during project level environmental review.  Parcel 
specific analysis would be conducted at the subsequent project level 
of environmental review. 

The program level analysis is focused on identifying, avoiding and 
minimizing potential direct impacts and thus minimizing any 
associated indirect impacts.  Potential indirect impacts will be 
addressed during the project level environmental review when 
sufficient detail is available regarding specific alignment location and 
facilities placement.  Growth inducing impacts are discussed in 
Chapter 5, Section 5.2.  See also Standard Response 5.2.1.   

Figure 3.8-11 has been correctly identified in the List of Figures in 
the Final Program EIR/EIS.  

In the Final Program EIR/EIS, each environmental area (sections of 
Chapter 3) has been modified to include mitigation strategies that 
would apply in general to the HST system.  Each section of Chapter 
3 also outlines specific design methods and features that will be 
applied to the implementation of the HST system to avoid, minimize, 
and mitigate potential impacts.     

The detail of engineering associated with the project level 
environmental analysis will allow further investigation of ways to 
avoid, minimize and mitigate potential impacts to agricultural 
resources.  Only after the alignment is refined and the facilities are 
fully defined through project level analysis, and avoidance and 
minimization efforts have been exhausted, will specific impacts and 
mitigation measures be addressed. 

O056-8 
The Program EIR/EIS (Section 3.9.2 C.) characterizes the I-5 
corridor through the Tehachapi Mountains as “highly scenic 
mountain range (natural open space) through the Tehachapi 
Mountains and Angeles National Forest”.  It also identifies scenic 
routes, scenic overlooks and viewpoints along the route.  Table 3.9-1 
also identifies potential high-contrast impacts of the HST alignment 
option along I-5 at the recreation areas and viewpoints. 

Visual impacts are highly site-specific in nature.  These issues will be 
addressed during subsequent project level environmental review, 
based on more precise information regarding location and design 
and construction of the facilities proposed (e.g., elevated, at-grade, 
catenary design features, fencing type and location, construction 
staging areas, construction equipment required, etc.). The detail of 
engineering associated with the project level environmental analysis 
will allow the Authority to further investigate ways to avoid, minimize 
and mitigate potential visual affects.  Only after the alignment is 
refined and the facilities are fully defined through project level 
analysis, and avoidance and minimization efforts have been 
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exhausted, will specific impacts and mitigation measures be 
addressed. 

The visual simulation depicted in Figure 3.9-18B is representative of 
potential visual impacts related to large cut and fill slopes.  This 
figure represents potential visual effects in typical fashion of all 
alignment options with cut and fill slopes. 

O056-9 
Based on the information in the Program EIR/EIS and the public 
comments on this document, the Authority has identified the SR-
58/Soledad Canyon alignment option as preferred for the Bakersfield 
to Los Angeles segment.  Please see standard response 3.15.12 
regarding this decision. 

O056-10 
Hazardous materials impacts are highly site-specific in nature.  These 
issues will be addressed during subsequent project level 
environmental review, based on more precise information regarding 
location and design of the facilities proposed and the construction 
and operation activities that are likely to occur near any potentially 
impacted sites. The detail of engineering associated with the project 
level environmental analysis will allow the Authority to further 
investigate ways to avoid, minimize and mitigate potential impacts.  
Only after the alignment is refined, the facilities are fully defined 
through project level analysis, construction and operational plans are 
refined, and avoidance and minimization efforts have been 
exhausted, will specific impacts and mitigation measures be 
addressed.  Hazardous materials used in operation, maintenance, 
and construction of the proposed system would be defined and 
addressed at the subsequent project specific level of analysis. 

The program-level analysis does not include a detailed assessment 
of the nature or extent of any hazardous materials or wastes that 
may be present at identified sites, or the degree or specific nature of 
potential impacts under the various alternatives.  The analysis and 
identification of potential hazards within the study area of alternative 
corridors and alignments is useful in comparing overall system 

alternatives and in identifying areas where avoidance may be 
possible in subsequent project-level review.  At this program level of 
analysis, the analysis of Hazardous materials did not result in any 
differentiation between HST alignment options. 

Figure 3.11-1 has been revised in the Final Program EIR/EIS to 
reflect all of the SPL listings identified in the Appendix 3.11-A.  

Section 3.11 presents the analysis of Hazardous Materials and 
Wastes at an appropriate level of detail to compare the system 
alternatives. 

O056-11 
Please see the technical studies for cultural resources (Cultural 
Resources, Historic Architecture, and Cultural Resources, 
Archeology) for this study region.  These technical reports, prepared 
for five regions of the Program EIR/EIS study area, served as 
supporting information for the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The reports 
are available for review on the California High Speed Rail Authority 
website:  

http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/eir/ regional_studies/default.asp 

and have been incorporated in the Final Program EIR/EIS by 
reference.  The reports describe the methods for evaluation, the 
APE, the data sources, summary listings of cultural resources, 
sensitivity evaluations, significance criteria, comparisons of 
alternatives and options. Based on the information in the Program 
EIR/EIS and the public comments on this document, the Authority 
has identified the SR-58/Soledad Canyon alignment option as 
preferred for the Bakersfield to Los Angeles segment.  Please see 
standard response 3.15.11 regarding this decision. 

Various elements of the Impact Sciences’ comments relate to the 
adequacy of the methodology employed for identifying potential 
Project impacts to cultural and paleontological resources.  While 
other methods (e.g., intensive archaeological surveys, 
comprehensive historic architectural surveys, subsurface testing and 
evaluation, archival research, etc.) would be required and will be 
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applied if the decision is made to proceed with the proposed HST 
system, such intensive studies to identify specific Project effects are 
neither appropriate nor required for a Program EIR/EIS.  In this Tier 
1 document, the overall magnitude of potential effects of the Project 
are considered, as are the relative sensitivities of different Project 
alternatives (i.e. different modes and different routes).  The level of 
analysis conducted during preparation of the Tier 1, Program 
EIR/EIS is appropriate for Tier 1 but insufficient to satisfy legal 
requirements (applicable for Tier 2) under the NEPA, CEQA, and the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) that mandate disclosure of 
specific Project effects on historic properties.  That, however is not 
the intent of this Tier 1 document, a Program EIR/EIS. 

The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and California High Speed 
Rail Authority (Authority), serving as lead agencies, respectively, for 
federal (NEPA/NHPA) and state (CEQA) compliance, are well aware 
that methodologies adopted for the Tier 1 document do not conform 
to “common practices”, typically employed for identification of 
National Register-eligible properties and project-specific effects to 
those.  Given the scope (statewide) and complexity (multiple 
alternatives) of the possible undertaking, however, the FRA and 
Authority have chosen, appropriately, to implement a phased 
identification effort, as provided for in Section 106 of the NHPA 
consultation regulations: 

“Where alternatives under consideration consist of corridors or 
large land areas, or where access to properties is restricted, the 
Agency Official may use a phased process to conduct 
identification and evaluation efforts (36 CFR 800.4(b)(2)).” 

The system Alternatives, meet the above criteria.  It consists of 
multiple potential corridors, covering large stretches of land, and 
areas of restricted access.  To employ “common practice” of 
conducting intensive archaeological survey, historic structure 
evaluation, and NRHP-evaluation for all alternatives in this early 
phase of concept design would be inappropriate, unreasonable, and 
not practical.  However, the FRA and Authority initiated consultation 
with the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) in 
November 2002 (see Appendix 3.12-A of the draft EIR/EIS) to gain 

concurrence for the phased identification effort for historic 
properties.  Similar consultation with the SHPO occurred in February 
2003 (Appendix 3.12-A) to gain concurrence on a definition of the 
Area of Potential Effect (APE) that would guide the preliminary 
sensitivity evaluations of Project alternatives during the Program 
EIR/EIS studies. 

Most importantly, invocation of the provisions of 36 CFR 800.4(b)(2), 
does not absolve the FRA and Authority from requirements for 
identifying potential impacts of the Project on NRHP-eligible or 
Traditional Cultural Properties.  As identified in the SHPO 
consultation letters and in the Program EIR/EIS, those obligations 
will be fulfilled when it is possible to define specific potential impact 
areas for the proposed HST system alignments and facilities.  
Potential effects to historic properties and Traditional Cultural 
Properties that may occur during Project implementation will be 
disclosed fully, as will resolution of or mitigation to those effects, in a 
series of Tier 2 environmental documents. 

Specific Issues 

Method of Evaluation of Impacts:  To evaluate the relative sensitivity 
of various Project alternatives, a number of methodologies were 
employed at the Program level to extrapolate from the limited 
“known” universe of potentially NRHP-eligible and Traditional 
Cultural Properties.  These studies included records searches at the 
California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) 
Information Centers to identify known archaeological resources, 
landmarks and monuments, and NRHP-listed properties.  As well, 
historical maps and archives were consulted, along with a windshield 
survey, to characterize the potential for built environment resources 
with the potential for NRHP-eligibility.  This Program-level survey 
was intended to establish a baseline for evaluation of cultural 
resource sensitivity of various alternatives, not to enumerate or even 
estimate the actual number of NRHP-eligible properties on each 
alternative.  That concerted, comprehensive effort will be conducted 
if and when specific potential build alternatives are identified. 



California High-Speed Train Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments 

 

 
CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page  5-417

 

Using the “known” inventory of archaeological sites, NRHP-listed 
properties, and regional histories, sensitivity rankings for alternative 
segments were extrapolated.  Within the APE, no known Traditional 
Cultural Properties were reported by the Native American Heritage 
Commission. Contrary to Impact Sciences’ review of the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS, the sensitivity rankings were not based, merely, 
on raw numbers of “known’ resources; those were considered as a 
proxy baseline.  “Rankings considered the number of known sites 
per mile, accounting for the percentage of each segment that had 
been subjected to archaeological survey in the past” (Bakersfield to 
Los Angeles Region Cultural Resources Technical Evaluation, 
2004:35).  As well, the rankings gave further weight to “sites listed 
on the National Register of Historic Places, or designated California 
Landmarks, or that the APE contains sites known or reported to 
contain human remains” (ibid.:36).  Furthermore, the proxy value of 
“known” archaeological resources was refined to consider the 
likelihood of encountering resources in areas that had not been 
surveyed (e.g., proximity to water and other resources, flat, 
habitable land, etc.), as well as those that had been surveyed, but 
may still contain previously unidentified buried archaeological sites. 

Area of Potential Effect (APE):  Identical APE widths were not 
evaluated for each alternative.  The APE was explicitly identified, in 
consultation with the SHPO, to account for the potential for impacts 
to historic properties for each alternative (geographic and modal).  
While the varying APE widths do not result in “equal” analyses of 
number of cultural resources potentially occurring along each 
segment, they do accurately reflect the potential for adverse impacts 
along each segment.  An alternative with a build scenario that 
requires take of 500 ft will obviously impact more resources than an 
alternative requiring only 100 ft of take; the cultural resources 
analyses consider these differences, and therefore, are not strictly 
comparable.  The APE definitions and alternatives maps and 
descriptions aptly clarify the corridors that were considered for each 
alternative. 

Fort Tejon:  The presence of Fort Tejon in the I-5 Route between 
Grapevine and Frazier Park has been fully considered in both the 

cultural resources impact analysis and the 4(f) analysis.  It is a 
recognized NRHP site, as well as a State Park and State Historic 
Landmark.  The oversight of a specific reference to Fort Tejon in the 
Kern County historical context is duly noted.  While the tabulations in 
the baseline proxy values for cultural resources do not specifically 
name Fort Tejon (or any other specific resource), the tally of sites 
(ibid.: 36) indicates Fort Tejon’s status as a National Register-listed 
property.  Sensitivity rankings explicitly considered this special 
status. 

For the Modal Alternative, the analysis in the Cultural Resources 
Technical Evaluation states that “The presence of Fort Tejon, Tejon 
Ranch, Rose Stage Station and associated stage road, and the 
Sebastian (Tejon) Indian Reservation within or near the APE, 
suggests that there is an unknown but perhaps high potential to find 
historical archaeological sites from the Hispanic to American 
Transition Period (1848-1870) in the I-5: Tehachapi Crossing APE” 
(ibid.: 38).  This high sensitivity, though, is somewhat offset by 
steep terrain in much of the APE for this corridor, suggesting low 
potential to locate previously unknown prehistoric sites.   For the 
HST Alternative, however, the I-5: Tehachapi Crossing Corridor 
passes several miles east of Fort Tejon State Historical Park, 
avoiding the National Register location.  As well, large portions of 
this route will be in bored tunnel, also reducing impacts to cultural 
resources (ibid.: 40). 

High-Speed Train Alternative, SR-58/Soledad: The reviewer has 
confused the “Antelope Valley segment” of the SR-58/Soledad 
alternative with the composite of three segments of this alternative: 
SR-58 Corridor, plus Antelope Valley Corridor, plus Soledad Canyon 
Corridor.  The only apparent discrepancy in the tabulations and 
summaries is a typo on Table 4.0-1 in the Technical Evaluation 
report, where 120+ sites for the Antelope Valley Corridor should 
read “20+”.  Thus, while many of the Antelope Valley sites are 
historical trash scatters (NRHP-eligibility as yet unknown), sites in 
the other segments of the SR-58/Soledad Alternative are prehistoric.  

High-Speed Train Alignment Comparisons:  The summary of 
potential sensitivity for various alternatives on pages 3.12-22 and -
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23 accurately summarizes the very complex set of analyses 
conducted for each segment of each alternative.  The reviewer is 
advised to use the Cultural Resources Technical Evaluation report, in 
which analyses (archaeological and historical) are detailed for each 
segment of each alternative, if the summary is too distilled for 
clarification of particular issues. 

Cultural Resources Technical Report:  Additional Chumash and 
Kawaiisu tribal territories could be added to the map on page 15, but 
at the Program-level, this more expansive approach would serve no 
purpose.  Letters were sent to all 101 individuals and groups 
identified by the Native American Heritage Commission as having 
potential concerns or information about archaeological sites or 
Traditional Cultural Properties along the general project alignments.   
This list had no direct concordance to approximate tribal territories 
shown in Figure 2.2-1. 

Paleontological Resources Technical Evaluation:  Because the relative 
impacts to paleontological resources for surface disturbance versus 
tunneling will never be quantifiable, this Program-level EIR/EIS 
analysis does not make the distinction.  Instead, for all corridor 
alternatives, ALL potentially fossil bearing rock and sediment units 
are analyzed. 

O056-12 
The Co-lead agencies respectfully disagree with the assertion that 
the rating system for comparing potential geologic impacts is 
misleading.  On the contrary, identifying the length, percentage of 
length, and general severity of potential impacts along a particular 
alignment option allows for comparison of alignment options with 
varying lengths between the same segment endpoints, and is 
appropriate for this program-level review.  Specific aspects of the 
severity of each geologic impact or constraint cannot be determined 
until subsequent project specific analysis, based on more precise 
information regarding location and design and construction of the 
facilities proposed (e.g., elevated, at-grade, earthwork required, 
etc.). The detail of engineering associated with the project level 
environmental analysis will allow the Authority to further investigate 

ways to avoid, minimize and mitigate potential geologic impacts.  
After the alignment is refined and the facilities are fully defined 
through project level analysis, geologic exploration is conducted, and 
avoidance and minimization efforts have been exhausted, specific 
impacts and mitigation measures will be addressed. 

The Difficult Excavation rating for HST and highway alignment 
options is based on the percentage of surface segments in hard rock 
plus the percentage of tunnel segments with fault zones.  According 
to this methodology the ratings for the I-5 and SR 58 alignment 
options are correct.  Tunneling is typically more difficult in varying 
media as compared to homogenous media, even if it is hard rock. 

The Geology and Soils Section (3.12) and the associated appendices 
provide a full listing of affected environment and environmental 
consequences (impact ratings for various categories of comparison) 
for each alignment option in each segment of the region.  The co-
lead agencies disagree with the commentor’s assertion that the 
Section is confusing and unclear. 

O056-13 
Please see the technical study for hydrology and water quality for 
this study region. These technical reports, prepared for five regions 
of the Program EIR/EIS study area, served as supporting information 
for the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The reports are available for review 
on the Authority’s website:  

http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/eir/ regional_studies/default.asp 

and have been incorporated in the Final Program EIR/EIS by 
reference.  The report describes the methods for evaluation, the 
summary of impacts, and a comparison of the alternatives and 
options.  The Co-lead agencies believe that the impact analysis 
evaluation procedures used were appropriate for the Program level 
EIR/Tier 1 EIS.  Please also see standard response 3.15.13.  
Additional hydrological resource evaluation will occur as part of the 
project-level, Tier 2 studies. Based on the information in the 
Program EIR/EIS and the public comments on this document, the 
Authority has identified the SR-58/Soledad Canyon alignment option 
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as preferred for the Bakersfield to Los Angeles segment.  Please see 
standard response 3.15.11 regarding this decision. 

The Co-lead agencies believe that the impact analysis evaluation 
procedures used in the analysis were appropriate for the Program 
level EIR/Tier 1 EIS.  See also response to Comment 0042-1.  
Additional hydrological resource technical analysis will occur as part 
of the project-level, Tier 2 studies. 

Based on the information in the Program EIR/EIS and the public 
comments on this document, the Authority has identified the SR-
58/Soledad Canyon alignment option as preferred over the I-5 
alignment option for the Bakersfield to Los Angeles segment.  Please 
see response to Comment 0012-22 regarding this decision. 

Section 2.2.2 does reflect current CDFG stream alteration 
regulations. 

The last sentence of Section 2.3.1 Lakes should read “For the HST 
Alternative, the majority of acreage occurs along the undeveloped 
portions of the I-5/Grapevine routes.” 

The last sentence of section 2.3.2 Streams should read “For the HST 
Alternative, the majority of rivers/streams occurs along the 
undeveloped portions of the SR-58/Antelope Valley and I-
5/Grapevine routes.” 

Section 2.3.4, Groundwater. The aquifers are discussed in Section 
4.2 of the Hydrology Technical Report. This Section also includes 
figure 4.2-2 illustrating the locations of the various aquifers.  

O056-14 

General Comments 
As stated in Section 1.1 (Introduction) on page 1-2 of the Program 
EIR/EIS, “The FRA… determined that the preparation of a tier 1, 
program-level EIS for the proposed HST system is the appropriate 
NEPA document because of the comprehensive nature and scope of 
the HST system proposed by the Authority and the conceptual stage 
of planning and decision-making. … The Authority has determined 

that a program EIR is the appropriate CEQA document for the 
project at this conceptual stage of planning and decision-making, 
which includes identifying a preferred corridor and station locations 
and identifying options for phasing the development of the new 
system.  No permits will be sought in this phase of the 
environmental review.  If the HST alternative is selected at the 
conclusion of the Program EIR/EIS, project development will 
continue with project-specific environmental documentation to 
assess in more detail the impacts of reasonable and feasible 
alignment and station options in segments of the system that are 
ready for implementation.” Page 1-3 goes on to state that, “…the 
level of detail provided in the [program- and project-level] 
documents differs substantially because a program-level document 
analyzes a general conceptual design of the proposed program and 
alternatives rather than providing detailed analysis of a specific 
project proposal.  … A program EIR/EIS is an informal document 
intended to analyze and to disclose to the public and to public 
decision-makers the environmental effects and benefits of a 
proposed program and its alternatives. … It is intended that other 
federal, state, regional, and local agencies use the Program EIR/EIS 
to review the proposed program and develop expectations for the 
tier 2, project-level environmental reviews that would follow should 
the HST alternative be selected.”  Please also see standard 
responses 3.15.2, 3.15.3, 3.15.7, and 3.15.13. 

The level of analysis provided in Section 3.15 (Biological Resources 
and Wetlands) is appropriate for this program-level review.  All 
Alternatives were analyzed using the most accurate and up to date 
data available including the GAP analysis, CNDDB, NWI and USGS 
topographic maps.  Limitations in the data sources are recognized 
and disclosed in Section 3.15.1 B (Method of Evaluation of Impacts) 
in the EIR/EIS and in Appendix 3.15-C.  All Alternatives were 
analyzed using the same methodology and data sources.   

Specific Comments 
Study Area:  As stated in Section 3.15.2 A (Study Area Defined), on 
page 3.15-4, in the EIR/EIS, the study area for the Bakersfield to Los 
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Angeles “region was 0.5 mi (0.8 km) on either side of the highway 
and rail corridors and around stations.”  Although the 1,000-foot 
study area in urbanized areas and 0.25 mi study area in 
undeveloped areas was not used, the 0.5 mi study area 
encompasses these study areas and therefore impacts within these 
study areas are accounted for.  The criteria used to address 
urbanized, undeveloped and sensitive are provided on page 82 of 
the Biological Resources Technical Evaluation.  Developed areas 
included urban and rural infrastructure, excluding agriculture; 
undeveloped areas included agriculture and other undeveloped 
areas; and, sensitive areas included lagoons, estuaries, marshes, 
wildlife conservation areas, or wildlife sanctuaries.   

Data Sources: The GAP analysis and CNDDB were determined to be 
the best available information for the analysis.  These sources were 
considered adequate for the purposes of the program level 
document as described above.  Section 3.15.1 B (Method of 
Evaluation of Impacts) and Appendix 3.15-C disclose the limitations 
of these sources.  To the extent possible, the investigators used the 
best available information that could be applied to the geography 
and expanse of the study area with the underlying objective; to 
compare alternatives to a similar level of detail.  Considering the 
expanse of the study area and the program level phase of the 
process, existing data could not be verified in the field and may have 
resulted in some bias at certain locations where field investigations 
did occur versus in those areas where they were not conducted.  

Jurisdictional Waters:  The NWI and USGS topographic maps were 
determined to be the most accurate and up to date resources 
available for analysis.  These sources were considered adequate for 
the purposes of the program level document as described above.  
Section 3.15.1 B (Method of Evaluation of Impacts) and Appendix 
3.15-C disclose the limitations of these sources.  The impacts 
assessment methods were also disclosed on pages 82 and 83 of the 
Biological Resources Technical Evaluation.  While the NWI was the 
primary data source used in the regional wetlands analyses,  The 
Draft Program EIR/EIS acknowledged that the NWI contained some 
gaps in information.  The next best data source to research for 

streambeds and wetlands are the USGS quadrangle maps for those 
gap areas.  Using the USGS quadrangle maps is a reasonable source 
to determine the likelihood of streambeds and provides relative 
information for each alternative considered.  The USGS maps are 
often consulted in the initial stages of environmental assessment 
research to identify the likely location of such resources as wetlands 
and streambeds.  As indicated on page 81, the location of the blue-
line streams were further researched and confirmed by the 
interpretation of current aerial photography.  This level of effort is 
reasonable for each alternative given the programmatic level of the 
document.  

It is important to recognize that the impact analysis included linear 
feet of impact for presumed non-wetland waters for the entire 
corridor.  The acreages for wetlands, derived from the NWI, were 
specifically for wetlands and were not added to the total for the 
streambeds, calculated in linear feet.  Consequently, because the 
numbers were not added together, the resources were not counted 
twice.     

A program-level environmental document should provide sufficient 
relative detail to assess and compare the potential environmental 
consequences of each alternative considered.  A program-level 
document is not used to permit a project and is not a project EIR or 
construction-level EIR.  Detailed protocol survey or delineations are 
not appropriate at this level of analysis, particularly considering the 
specificity and certainty of the engineering and project description 
information available.  It is anticipated that the program-level 
document provides decision makers with a comparative evaluation 
with the understanding that a subsequent document will address the 
proposed project to a level of detail consistent with the protocol 
needed to obtain relevant permits from state and federal agencies.  
The methods used for the Program EIR/EIS were defined with this 
tiered approach in mind. 

Methods of Evaluation: Section 3.1 (Data Collection), page 81, of the 
Biological Resources Technical Report states which USGS 
quadrangles were not available as NWI maps. 
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Affected Environment: As stated in Section 1.1 (Introduction) on 
page 1-2 of the Program EIR/EIS, the HST program is in the 
“conceptual stage of planning and decision-making.”  The ROW is 
not known with specificity and modifications to the general 
alignments are likely during the various stages of route alignment, 
planning and future design.  A 0.5-mile buffer allows the decision-
makers some appropriate flexibility when making alterations within 
this buffer.  Also stated in Section 1.1, on page 3.15-3, of the 
Program EIR/EIS, “the identification of a potential impact on a 
specific resource is intended to be conservative and in some 
instances may be an overstatement, because neither habitat that is 
sensitive on species of concern may be found in or near the footprint 
of the proposed corridor or actual alignment.”  This overestimate of 
resources occurs along all alternatives.  Quantification of the 
overestimation of impacts for each alternative would require a 
detailed analysis and field verification that, as previously stated, is 
inappropriate for this level of documentation.  

Comparison of Alternatives by Region: Bakersfield to Los Angeles: 
The names and status of federal and state listed threatened and 
endangered species are provided in the Biological Resources 
Technical Report.  The CNDDB was considered the most accurate 
and up to date source of information available for analysis.  Section 
3.15.1 B (Method of Evaluation of Impacts) and Appendix 3.15-C 
disclose the limitations of the CNDDB.  As previously stated, the level 
of analysis provided in Section 3.15 (Biological Resources and 
Wetlands) is appropriate for program-level of documentation.  
Detailed analysis of potential impacts will be provided in a project 
level document, or some form of subsequent analysis.   

Spoil locations and their corresponding impacts to biological 
resources will be evaluated in the subsequent level of analysis.  It is 
likely that spoil locations will be limited to disturbed or non-native 
conditions to minimize impacts to the natural environment.  
However, these specifics will be addressed in the more precise 
construction-level document.  The same applies to dewatering, 
tunnel feasibility and methods of construction will be addressed to 

help ensure springs and watercourses are not appreciably impacted 
and likely monitoring and contingency mitigation would apply.        

Potential streambed impacts are provided in linear feet because an 
estimate of the acreage would require field verification of the widths 
of all waters.  This detailed level of analysis and field verification is 
not required because, as stated in Section 1.1 (Introduction) on 
page 1-2 of the Program EIR/EIS, “No permits will be sought in this 
phase of the environmental review.”  To conduct detailed field 
investigations to ascertain specific acreages for waters is not 
reasonable, appropriate, or necessary at this time and would result 
in speculative estimates considering the data that is available.  
Delineation of waters and wetland will be conducted for those 
alignment alternatives that are moved forward in the planning 
process and are considered to be potentially practicable consistent 
with the Clean Water Act permitting process.  For this analysis, linear 
feet are a more reasonable measuring parameter and are used, to 
the extent feasible, consistently for each alternative.  This approach 
provides a relatively consistent method across the alternatives for 
comparative purposes.  Please see discussions of “design practices”, 
and mitigation strategies in Chapter 3 and construction methods in 
Section 3.18 of the Final Program EIR/EIS.     

The disparity in the Draft Program EIR/EIS between the linear feet of 
non-wetland waters (streambeds) reported in the Biological 
Resources section and the linear feet of streams reported in the 
Hydrology and Water Resources Section can be explained by the use 
of different study area widths used to calculate impacts along the 
various Alternatives.  As stated in Section 3.14.2 A (Study Area 
Defined), the study area for hydrology and water quality resources 
“is defined as 1) the area within 100 ft (30 m) of the centerline of 
the proposed HST Alternative alignments and within 100 ft (30 m) of 
the direct footprint of the proposed station facilities; and 2) the area 
within 100 ft (30 m) of the Modal Alternative direct corridor footprint 
and direct footprints of facilities, including corridors and facilities that 
would undergo upgrades/expansions.”  As stated in Section 3.15.2 A 
(Study Area Defined), the potentially affected area for the 
Bakersfield to Los Angeles “region was 0.5 mi (0.8 km) on either side 
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of highway and rail corridors and around stations.”  The potentially 
affected area for biological resources is much larger than the study 
area for hydrology and water resources therefore the impacts to 
non-wetland waters/streams calculated in the biological resources 
section were much larger than those in the hydrology and water 
resources section. LEDPA for Waters of the U.S.: As stated in Section 
1.1 (Introduction), on page 1-2, of the Program EIR/EIS, “No 
permits will be sought in this phase of the environmental review.”  
Therefore, the level of detail and analysis required for a LEDPA 
determination is not required within this document.  

A program-level environmental document should provide sufficient 
relative detail for each alternative for comparison purposes in 
determining the potential environmental consequences of each 
considered.  A program-level document is not used to permit a 
project and is not a project EIR or construction-level EIS.  Detailed 
protocol survey or delineations are not appropriate at this level of 
analysis, particularly considering the specificity and certainty of the 
engineering and project description information available.  It is 
anticipated that the program-level document provides decision 
makers with a comparative evaluation with the understanding that a 
subsequent document will address the proposed project to a level of 
detail consistent with the protocol needed to obtain relevant permits 
from state and federal agencies.  The methods used for the Program 
EIR/EIS were defined with this tiered approach in mind. 

Additional Comments:  The criteria are intended to apply to impacts 
that may substantially impact a population, to the extent, that the 
numbers and genetic variability would potentially be at risk.   

The Draft of Final Tejon Corridor HCP and other appropriate 
documentation will be analyzed in relation to the proposed 
plan/project at the project level.   

Biological Resources and Wetlands Technical Report 

Biological Resources General Comments: As previously stated, the 
level of analysis provided in Section 3.15 (Biological Resources and 
Wetlands) is appropriate for this level documentation.  The 
limitations of the data sources used (which account for both gaps 

and overestimations of impacts within the analysis) were disclosed in 
Section 3.15.1 B (Method of Evaluation of Impacts) of the Program 
EIR/EIS.  A detailed study and field verification of all available data 
will be conducted and the exact nature and quantification of impacts 
including acres of wetlands and waters, acres of critical habitat and 
numbers/acres of state and federally listed species and habitats will 
be disclosed in the project-level document should the Authority 
decide to proceed with a HST Alternative.   

Wildlife Movement/Migration Corridors: As stated in Section 1.1 
(Introduction) on page 1-2 of the Program EIR/EIS, the HST 
program is in the “conceptual stage of planning and decision-
making.”  The ROW is not known with specificity and modifications 
to the general alignments are likely during the various stages of 
design.  It is also anticipated that minor modifications can be made 
to the alternatives to avoid potentially significant impacts to wildlife 
movement.  In combination with these modifications, a detailed 
mitigation and monitoring plan for significant impacts will reduce 
impacts to wildlife movement, although at this stage of planning it is 
too speculative to address due to the level of engineering currently 
available.  Regardless some   mitigation strategies related to wildlife 
movement are discussed in Section 3.15.5, on pages 3-15-30 and 
3.15-31, in the Program EIS/EIR.  Also see Section 3.15 regarding 
systemwide consideration of wildlife corridors, which has been added 
to the Final Program EIR/EIS. On page 82 of the Biological 
Resources Technical Evaluation, it states “Impacts to regional wildlife 
movement/migration corridors identified in the California Wilderness 
Coalition 2000 report were determined by noting which corridors are 
crossed by a segment and the planned construction type for the 
crossing.”  The analysis did not intent to go into detail about specific 
local movement patterns; such as the ones described in the 
comment, but did discuss the crossing of the particular corridor with 
the linkage.  The crossing of a linkage represents a potential barrier 
to wildlife movement.  Localized dispersion corridors, existing 
bridges, culverts or engineering barriers were not considered in the 
analysis at this stage of environmental planning.  Certainly, at a 
construction level of environmental documentation and during the 
future permitting processes, specific movement patterns, land use 
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considerations, regional open space plans and detailed discussions 
pertaining to wildlife fencing, funneling movement to crossings, 
fencing location and specifications, wildlife habitat replanting, 
bridges, culverts and nighttime lighting will all be considered.    

Section 3.2 Significance Criteria for Biological Resources: The 
significance criteria in Section 3.2 (Significance Criteria for Biological 
Resources) are consistent with those in Section 3.15.1 C 
(Significance Criteria for Biological Resources) in the Program 
EIS/EIR.  Criteria points one and two in the Technical Report have 
been incorporated as point one in the Program EIS/EIR.  Criteria 
point three in the Technical Report has been incorporated as point 
two in the Program EIS/EIR.  Criteria point four in the Technical 
Report has been incorporated as points three, four and five in the 
Program EIS/EIR. 

Section 3.3 Impacts Assessment: With the steel liner, it is probable 
and appropriate to assume that tunneling will have limited impacts 
on groundwater or dewatering of surface waters, resulting in 
substantive impacts to groundwater dependent vegetation. 

The comment cites the MWD Inland Feeder tunneling project.  As a 
point of clarification, the Inland Feeder Project is located in the San 
Bernardino National Forest, not the Cleveland National Forest.  The 
EIR/EA for the Inland Feeder Project had a very comprehensive 
mitigation monitoring program, including extensive water quality and 
groundwater monitoring protocol that defined the groundwater 
baseline prior to construction, instituted surface water flow 

measurements and later provided extensive biological monitoring 
throughout the mountain range to report on any anomalies during 
construction.  The monitoring program did identify one location 
where dewatering had an influence on the riparian reach and 
contingency measure was triggered to sustain the biotic components 
at this one location.  During this same time frame MWD ceased 
mining and supplemented the design with a new tunnel boring 
machine and lining technique to avoid substantive groundwater 
intrusion into the tunnel.  Similar technology can be used during HST 
tunneling to avoid these impacts as well.  In the event that these 
impacts are anticipated in project-level reviews, appropriate 
mitigation and monitoring will be required and implemented.   

Section 4.2 Modal Alternative: Refer to the response to “Biological 
Resources General Comments” above.   

O056-15 
See Standard Response 3.17.1 

O056-16 
Please see standard response 5.2.4. 

 

 




